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Summacy* \ ^ 



- / ■ • • 

Using the most current nationaj. data available, ^*a study was con- 
ducted. to investigate the level, of Ontario's contributions to its 
university system in delation-' to the other fiine Canadian provinces. 
The approach that was utilized in this comparison was to trace 
the student enrolment figures and provincial contributions to #• 
operating revenues from 1971-72 until 1973-74 in order -.to see 
wha-t the levels of support on a per student bk'sis had been. All 
•of the basic data were generated and rjeported by Statistics 
Canr^da^. but some corrections had to be made ^o these figures* 

It should be noted t'*hat the provinciaJf^ntribations utilizTed in 
this study may no't be\^ompletely acc/ratfe because ot changes in the 
reporting format f rom~"yeap^o— year ; however, it is unliH^ly that 
the relative standings of provinces would be affected by the 

accuracfies. • * 

. • • • • . . . ^ "> 

The results of the study showed a dramatic decreasing position for' 
Ontario ih its funding on -a per student basis when compared to the 
other provinces^ In 1971^72^nd '1972-r73 Ontatio's per stfidenft 
contriSutions weVe above the national average by $55. and' ^64 res- 
pectively and ranked third in"^ Canada, while in 1973-74 Ontario's- * 
.«•#*' 

per student contribution was $45 /below th^ national average and 
the province ranked aixth in^the nation^. The preliminary data 
for 1974-75 indicate a continued deteriorating positioji for 
-Ontario, falling even further behind the national average and 
having a lower rank order- position. * . ^ 



•Relatively speaking, in 1973-74, Ontario would have had to con- • / 
tribute apHproximately $12.4 million in order to match the per 
Stfudent contribution, average of the other provinces. In 1974^75 
the preliminary data indir^te that the gap***ftetween Ontaric/s per 
student contribution and the average of the other provinces had 
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grown to $47 million.. As another j3oj.nt of comparison, the 
difference between British Colum|jia's per student contributions 
and that of Ontario has been of large proportions/during *each 
comparative year and in 1973-74 alone the funds/needed by Ontario 

-to-marth B^i-ti&h Goliimfeia'§ level x)f- p^r 3^ttid)6nt ccmtrl'buttoTi-s 

was approximately $91 miirlon. The financi^ esC'imapes. for 
1975-76- show that the gap between Otitario and^the na^i^nal 
average has grown larger. ' , 

A * ^^^'^^ ^ * * * 

The -results of this studvjkTnot substantiate recent * statements 
*that imply that Ont^j?rro^universities have been funded on a per ^ 
student;, basi-s ifidre generously than universities in all other 
provinces^^*^ The opposite is the case when, looking at per st.udent 
contr^imitions, especially' when one recogniz-es that '^Otitar io univer- 
ies educate a disproportioiVately large sh^te of graduate 



i 



In a le^feteF to the editor of .ti^ Hamilton Spectatoi; , Wednesday^ 
January a, 1975,, page six, Mr. Auld, Minister of Colleges ^nd 
Universities stated that, ".♦.the laEest figures (1971-72) from 
Statistics Canada indicate that Ontario has the highest rate of 
per-student expend\itures in Canada.. The province^'s . total ^contri- 
bution to universities''* operating expenditures, including funds^ 
for assisted research, was $2,805.36 per student as compared to 
f ij'gura^s^of $2, 627. si for Western Canada, $2,139.71 for Quebec\and. 
$1,999.12 for the Matitime^j^. Statistics Canada's figures for ' 
spending on higher ed^ucation on a per capita basisj^nd as a 
percentage of gr'osj? provincial expenditures also sTiow Ontario's 
support to be greater than any/other region of Canada. / • * 

Not only has Canada led the world in spending on ^KighAr educa tion 
but Ontario has led Canada". ' . . 
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Research Design 

A time period was selected £or*'^^S4s sti^^y" based on t^ availability 
of consistent and reliable* financial data from Statistics Canada 
and tJ\e Canadiari^Association of University Busihes^ Officers. Since 

_this loint ventyre was ohly^e^un tor tTfe 1971-72 f iscal ^ear and. 
the data^ were just completed for 1973-74, the pe.riod of time to be 
covered for the study was defined by this limit of usable <iata. 
These financial figures are- ba^sically comparable because the 
repofring format standardized reventi'e and income, the same defin-' 
itions being used by -eacb rW>rtiftg institution. This' is especially 
impof.tant since revenue/ for capital purposes and /ancillary enter- 
prises has>been separated from operating revenue. However, the 
CAUBO data 'had to'.be changed because some of the Ontario institutions 
wdre not" included in* 1971-72 and 1972-73. It does appear, hWever, 

• that the 197^-74 reporting is accurate for all of the provinces .- 

Enrolment data came from the Statistics Canai^ publicatioi>s that 
covered 'the same peri^od of time. Although ^complete standatdization 
of student statistics is virtually .impossible because- of the 
^ different definitions used by Canadian universities, these data 
. are beldeved to .^e of suff^icient quality to identify trends in 
levels of -support by the provinces. 

It was also d^cide.d that enrolment fdgures should be compared a-s 
to full-time/part-time enrolments anld undergraduate/graduat^ enrol- 
ments for each of the provinces durji^g the same period Qjf time. 
AncJther analysis was'c^one concerning provincial contributions to 
% student financial aid programmes. . Since tuiMon and*^fee Incomfe 
provides another source of revenue ribr universities,' the impact of . 
these 'Sources of funds was also expj^ored in the study. ^ ^ 

Though there may be technical argumeiits about the standardization 
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used by Statistics Canada, the final results make it clear that 
there were substantial disparities betweeiv^fe^els of support 
contributed by the di£ferent provinces. . . 



En'rol^ient Data » * • * " • 

Tabie 1 reports the number of full-time and part-time students 
both at uj^dergraduate and .gradate levels thar were enrolled in 
each province during the three-year period (1971-73). '*)This table 
also shows the percentage of students, enrolled in each province 
^ each category f»or the three differjent academic years. The 
"tabulation^ show that Ontario had consistently educated at least 
40%jof the Carfadian university students. Since Ontario's 
population accounts for approximately 35% of Canada's population, 
.Ontarick enroll3 a relatively larger share of Canadian university^ 
students^/^These figurg;^ do not take into ^ccount\the students 
who are enrolled in' Grade 13 in "Ontario, and o£ course thejiumber 
of students -in this progi^amme adds to tjie commitmeyit of the prpYirice 



to provide 'another 'level of educ4tit)nal 6pportui\iti^es and^^iligreases 
the relative education burdeff to the province.. < 



^ Table 1 also dem'onstrates that the ab^olute^ -number of fullrtime 



'graduate studejnts ha^ remained relative-Iy stable^r for b'oCh-^Ontrario , 
and Canada as a wholf- ^ There were onJ.y 82 more. graduate students 
in Ontario in 1973-74* th^n in 1971-7i. The larger increases- in 
graduate student enrolments have occurred - ifi the part-time 
category, but eve,n so the OntarLo-growth in* real numbers has 

. just kept relative pace with the rest of Canada. . ^Enrolment 



growth has b^en occurring in undergraduate stuGent enroliffen^s, 
fof both Ontario and the rest of the country. 



Table 2 shows the "total full-tim^, part-time and fulV-time 



equivalent stud>f?nts for all o*f the prov^inces. After the con> er- 
siffn of part-t^e students inta f ull-t ime equivalent studjpnt^. 
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^are of FTE students /for 1973-74 is 42% of the national 



eni^olment / f igures , 



In botl/Table 1 and 2, the a6ttern of cFfange for Ontario's univeis-^ ' 
sity ahrolmer^figure^ is /onsistent^vjith that, of the rest of 
CanadA. , f^^en though th^/e has been an increase-during the three- . 
yea;/^iod*of 7,054 full-time students; 8,503 part-time students; 
^,014/9, 483 full-time equivalent stud^pts, this igrowth ha^ been 
comparable to the rest of* the dountry, since ^ntario's student 
Viv:olment percentage of Canadian university ei^olments has remained 
'stable. • X ' \ 

\ 

ProvinciaX Grants per FTE^^ud^t^ 

The ci/ntributions of ' provincial funds/ to unlvei^sity operating 
revenue is repprted/ in Table 3.^ The results show thaT^as^the^ 
largest' and wealthiest province, Ontario contributes the greatest^ 
amount in 'totaL dolj.ars to i^niversities . 

s # 

Tbe-'t^e suits of Table^4 demonstrate how the relative position of 
Ontario universities in Canada has deteriorated during the years 
under investigation, 'in this three^year comparison, Ontario has ^ 
falleiv f rom third iiY the nation as ^ as per student contributions' 
arc concerned to sixth in the nati/n. .At the beginning year of 
1971-72, Ontari^o^a?^Stroye the i/tijDrnal avl^rage by $55 per student, 
was again above the national average by $64 in 1972-73,^ and dropped 
to $45 ,per^student below , the riatipnal average in 1973-74. When 
Ontario \s per student support is compared to British Columbia's 
for the same period, we find difference^ of $662, $555 and $573 
pet student respectively. 

Vor purposes of illustration,^it wa^ decided to translate theseN^ ^ 
per-student discrepancies into -dollar-anwiounts that Ontario would \ 
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/need to have added to its leveJ^ of appropriations fqr universities 
in order to match f;he naYioTra-^average or -British Columbia's level 
in^H573-74.and 1974-75 (see Table 5). The calculation used to' 
generateXhe required funds required the coipputati6n of the average 
national cojvtr ibu t^on per student excluding Ontario. ' Simply 
using the nat ionaT>>c^erage wilh* Ontario in the analysis would have 
still resulted in Ontario being helotj^'the national average. 



' ^ Table 5 
Jlieoretlcal Fjund increases Needed for Ontarit)' 
' to Equalize per Student Contribution 
(in % millions) ' * 



^ National Av^ra.ge » National Average ' 
(Ontario included) (apart f rom »Ontar io) 



Brit:gfeh Columbia 



19y3r74 
197.4-75**-^ 



7.2 
>^.9 



12.4 
46'. 7 



•91.2 
105.5 



** using pr'elim.inarv figytc's. 



in order to check 'the validity of this per stvude^^ comparison, 
%c^ntr ibut ions per student were also calcula tedNv^vo alternative 
bet hods.* . • 



* Using acttfal FFE students reported by'CAUBO,. the dollar values per 
student weir^? slightly ^ lower because the -^FTEs /were higher. This 'com- 
parison showed that Ontario rank^ sixth; was* below th'e national 
average by $139 per studenf; arid was below Br it ish Columbia by 

• $586 per student. Also, q tabulation was •made"' usjLng-^LS!^*3 full- 
time enrolment figrures only. TAis comparison io^ 1973-74^ showed 
that Ontario ranked sixth in the nation; was' beraw the national 
average by $*86 per student";' and was below Britiih Colwnbia? by 

^572. ^ . ^ \ - y 
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Alsoj it/ should be noted that the preliminary data for .1974-75^ 
points, dramatically 'to the fact that Ontario's level of contri- 
but»ipn has fallen *even further behind than during the period 
of this study. These preliminary figures for 19^4-75 are 
reported in Table 6. As reported in Table 5 we find that Ontario' 
in 1974-75 would have had to contribute $46.7 million to match 
the average of the'other provinces and ^lOS.S millixin to keep 
pac-e with British Columbia's per student contribution. Also, 
its raiik position fell from sixth to seventJti in Canada. 
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'Proj'ections for 1975-76 show^rhat the .position of Ontatio uniVer- * " 
•sities wi^l slip even norther beMnd with a rank order of nine andy 
behind the average bf -th^^^other ' prWinces by $^50 per student Thje 
X974-75 figures reported a difijerend^ of $276. With Ontario in- 
eluded in the national avefage theN^pective differences ar^ $2^0 
' per student in 19p;-je 31^^*^159 pety^tu^^Qt in 1974-75. 

Tuition a-hd Fee Incomes . 



Table^^ reports tu>tCion and *fei' income by pro vine e,^pf^cent;age of^ 
operating' revenue these figures represent .^^^nk order position 

and comp^es^the^rank to the^^reviously ^rep<Jrted. ranks for operating 

rnts per student .(see Table^A'),^ It Ji^evident that there is an 
, inverse relationship) between the L^el of tuition and fees and pro- 
vincial contributior^^u^'^ stijfi^^tr, i.e. provinces which contribute 



Table 7 

tuition and Fg^ Income as a Percentage qf Canadian Uiviversiti^ 



Operating Income for 1973-74 




Tuition ht Fee Percent 



Income 
in $000 



* of Operating 
Revenue 



Rank 



Per St^^ent 
Conjzributibn 
Rank 



Newfoundland 
Prince Edward Island 
Nova Scotia 
New Brunswick 
Qyebec 



Ont;ario. 



Manitoba 
Saskatchewan 
Alberta 

British Columbia 





$227,804 
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"higher ^oper^^rl^ ^upport on a per Student basis charge lower 
tuitionXnd fpes". Although Ontario ' s^ contributions pfer- student 
are^Iowar^^fhfn the average for Canada, tuition and* fees' paid by 
5tud;efits are above thKnational average. 

Because of this, it was dec ided.;t.©X invest igate the amount of 
operating revenue that was generated>6i: universities_ from tuition 
and fee income. -Table 7 showed that the range of the percentage 
of tuition and fee^s of- operating revenue was from 10.3% to, 20.1%.. 
From the earlier comparison of , operating grants needed to match 
British Coluirfbda and the national average (see Table 5), we find 
Te higher p6roentAge of operating revenue generated by ^ 
tuition and fees translates -into the f®llowing"dollar amounts: 



1) Increased income for Ontario as compared 
to national average (Ontario included) 
Increased inc'ome for Ontario, universities • 
as cjBUi^arBd „^ the hational average v 
^ ^(apart frbm Ontario) " h 

3) Increased income for Ontario univers/ties 
as compared to British Columbia \ 




10.6 million 
$17.7 million 
$35.. 0 million 



These findings ^then eliminate the differ^ences reported in Table 5 
be twfen Ontario and the national average. British Columbia's level 

\f col4||^ution would require $5^6.2 million vs. $91.2 million. 
This analysis then shows that the higher amounts of income generated 

^y^^^«i£^on and fees do affect the gaps reported for 1973-74 and 
eiiminatTlhTTRfference between, Ontario and the national average 
even though there, stili is a large difference between Ontario and 
British Columbia. ~~ 

However, since Ontario has decided not t6 ingrease tuition and fees 
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fo/ 1974--Z,5^^d 1975-/6, tuition and fees as a percentac^e of 
" operating, reve'ftu^ will grow smaller for OntarLo. Rem^bering the * 
finrfings that Ontario was below the national average oA per student 
^contributions by only $45 per stjjdent in 1973-74 (Table- \4); is 
expected to be below t>y $159 in 1974-75 (Table 6); and bkow the 
projectej^ value of the national averag^e by $260 per st^udett in.^ 
1975-76, 'the tuition and fee income will not compensate for the 
expected differences between Ontario and the national^ average in 
1974-75 or 1975-76. ' . . 4 ^ 

Student Financial Assistance Programmes 

Since provincial contr ibut i:on& to student financial assistance pro-.** 
grammes "represent another kind of finWncidl contribution to univer- 
sity education, it w^ decided to seeUf any conclusions could be 
drawn from the available data. Unfortunately, the |orm^tting of * / 



the reports issed by Statistics Cafifeda malce it impossible to com- 
pare these contributions from an inter-provinci^l perspective. 

Funding has either been reported as total awards to post-secondary >^ 
education without dif f erentia't ing between universities and tcom- ' t 
munity colleges^ or the report ha^; combined federal -and provincial ^ * 
contributions together. ^ . - 

There was nevert^heless an observable trend pr~cseiTts,^tn these data 
which seemed to warrajit further investigation. It app^sired as if 
Ontario^s programme in total dollar amounts represented ajbout^ 
of the funds spent on sucfi programmes throughout the nation. Since 
that percentage was the same as Ontario's share of university 
students in Canada, it was decided to 'invest igifte tjie, possibility 
of there being a correlation between student enrcJlm^nt and total- 
doll^s contributed by Ontario to student financial aid. The 



results of this compariaton ^are reported in Table 8. 



Table 8 



5n 



Financial Assistance Grants per FTE Students in Ontario j; 



1971- 72 

1972- 73 

1973- 74 



Amount in* 

■$ooo' 

^0,152 
64,472 
, 67,389 



FTE Students 

150,834 
152,691 
160,317 



Grants" per' 



$400 



422** 
• 420 



* Funds Vere .reporfed in the Ministry 6f Colleges and Univ ersities 
Statis-frical Summary for the respective years ' 

** Tuition was increased $J.OO per student this year. , j_ 



Table 8 indicates that there is a correlation between student ^ 
enrolment and the total dollars allocated by Ontario for s&dent 
assistance. X^is result justifies the conclusion tW even 
tjiough Ontario' has the, largest financial aid prpgramme,' it has 
not gi;own disproportionately in relation to en/olment growth. 
A forthcoming report from Statistics Canada on financial - 
assistance programmes in, Canada may shed more light on t^his 
topic, , • ^ . 
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Concluding Remark s 

Table 9 reports the number of FTE students in both the under- 
graduate and graduate programmes. As mentioned earlier, the 
number of graduate students has grown at a much^^,lower pace than 
undergraduates, 'but the relative burden of graduaf^; education is 
higher for Ontario, than its turden of undergraduate education. 

Ontario Js universities have provided educational* experience for 
the citizens of Ontario, despite the' more demanding mix of stu-* 
dents, at a lower level of government funding pVr student than ^ 
^the' national average and at a much lower level of government 
funding per student than some other provincial university systems. 



^ FTE Undj£Sgraduat e and 


Table 9 
Graduate 


Enrolments for 1973 


-7A 


« 


FTE 

Undergraduates ^, 


\ 


FTE 
Graduates 


1 


Newfoundland 




2. 


1 


A33 


i 

0.9 


Prince Edward Island 


> • 1.718 , 


0. 


5 




S' — 


Nova Scotia 


15,996 


' r A. 


7 


1,290 


2*9 


New Brunswick 


11,3A7 


3, 


3 \ 


5A6 


■ i.2 


Quebec 


' 72,A33 


21. 




]1,A09 


■ 26.3 


|Orttario 


1A0,978 


Al. 




19,3A0 


- AA,6 


Manitoba 


' , ' 17,996 


A. 




2,003 


A. 6 


Saskatchewan 


1.4,^12 


2 


- 792 


1.8 


Alberta 


27,62A 


8. 


2 ; 


3,6A3 


8, A 


British Columbia 


'26,A21 


7. 


8 


3,900. 


8.9 


Canada 


335,701 


100. 


0 

— »\, 


A3, 356 


100,0 
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